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Executive Summary

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legislative
Session, the Commission submits to the Governor
and the Legislature an analysis of faculfy salaries in
the University of California and the California State
University for the forthcoming fiscal year.

In this report for the 1988-89 year, the Commission
analyzes the data submitted to the University and
State University by their respective groups of com-
parison institutions and shows how those data are
formulated into the parity percentages presented on
pages 5-11. It estimates that for 1988-89, University
of California faculty members will require an as,er-
age salary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to
the mean of their comparison group, while Califor-
nia State University faculty members will require
an increase of 4.7 percent.

This report is based on the changed methodology
that the Commission adopted on February 8. 1988,
when it agreed to substitute Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and the University of Virginia for Cor-
nell University and the University of Wisconsin-
Madison as comparison institutions for the Universi-
ty of California.

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting
on March 21, 1988, on recommendation of its Policy
Development Committee. Additional copies of the
report may be obtained from the Library of the Com-
mission at (916) 322-8031. Questions about the
substance of the report may be directed to Murray
Haberman of the Commission staff at 916) 322-
8021.

Later this summer, the Commission will publish a
supplement to this report that will describe faculty
members' salaries at California's Community Col-
leges and salaries of administrators at the Universi-
ty of California and the California State University
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Introduction

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on page 17),
the University of California and the California State
University submit to the Commission data on facul-
ty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits for their re-
spective institutions and for a group of comparison
colleges and universities. On the basis of these data,
Commission staff develops estimates of the percent-
age changes in salaries and the cost of fringe bene-
fits required to attain parity with the comparison
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The methodo-
logy requires that parity figures for both segments
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of
each year.

The methodology by which the segments collect
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them
(Appendix B, p. 19) has been designed by the Com-
mission in consultation with the two four-year seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, and the Office of
the Legislative Analyst, and has been published in
the Commission's Methods for Calculating Salary
and Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985).

Additional reports, requested in previous years by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the
California Community Colleges, administrators'
salaries in the four-year segments, and medical fac-
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the
University of California. The first two of these are
annual reports; the third is presented only in odd-
numbered years. In the current cycle, the reports on
Community College faculty salaries and administra-
tors' salaries in the four-year segments, will be dis-
cussed by the Commission at its meeting on June 12-
13,1988.

History of the fa =ulty salary reports

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from

the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, wt,ich recom-
mended that:

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded
fringe benefits, such as health and group
life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to
attend professional meetings, housing, park-
ing and moving expenses, be provided for
faculty members in order to make college
and university teaching attractive as com-
pared with business and industry.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty
demand and supply, the coordinating agen-
cy annually collect pertinent data from all
segments of higher education in the state
and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlying this report (Master
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12).

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought information regarding faculty compen-
sation, information which came primarily from the
Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in its annual reports to the Governor and
the Legislature on the level of support for public
higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to the
process of determining faculty compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specific
report on the subject (House Resolution No. 250,
1964 First Ext. aordinary Session reproduced in
Appendix C, p. 27).

Early in the 1965 General Sessior,, the Legislative
Analyst present, d his report (Appendix D, p. 27) and
recommended that the process of devcioping data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in deter-
mining faculty compensation be formalized. This
recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically
directed the Ccordinating Council to prepare annual
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reports in cooperation with the University of Cali-
fornia and the California State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and more
recently the Commission, have submitted reports to
the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to the 1973-
74 budgetary cycle, only one report was submitted,
usually in March or April. Between 1974-75 and
1985-86, the Commission compiled two -- a prelimi-
nary report transmitted in December, and a final re-
port in April or May. The first was intended princi-
pally to assist the Department cf Finance in develop-
ing the Governor's Budget, while the second was
used by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative
fiscal committees during budget hearings. Each of
them compared faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits in California's public four-year segments
with those of other institutions (both within and out-
side of California) for the purpose of maintaining a
competitive position.

Changes in content and methodology

Over a period of several years, the Commission's
salary reports became more comprehensive Where
they originally provided only comparison institution
data, they were occasionally expanded to include
summaries of economic conditions; comparisons
with other professional workers; discussions of sup-
plemental income and business ar_d industrial com-
petition for talent; analyses of collective bargaining;
and Community College faculty salaries, medical
faculty salaries, and administrators' salaries. The
last three of these additions to the annual reports
were all requested by the Office of the Legislative
Analyst: Community College and medical faculty
salaries in 1979, and administrators' salaries in
1982.

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com-
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to
review the methodology under which the salary re-
ports are prepared each year. That committee's deli-
berations led to a number of substantive revisions
which were approved by the Commission in March
1985 in the previously mentioned Methods for Cal-
culating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Compari-
sons. Among the more significant of the changes

2

were those to create a new list of comparison in-
stitutions for the State University, to produce only a
single report rather than a preliminary and a final
report, and to provide University of California medi-
cal faculty salary information biennially rat'ier
than annually.

In past years, particularly in the late 1970s and ear-
ly 1980s, the Commission's faculty salary reports in-
cluded comprehensive surveys of economic condi-
tions and salaries paid in other occupational fields.
There was a need for such data at that time since
evidence had shown that faculty salaries at most
institutions of higher education across the country
were not keeping pace with changes in the cost of
living or with salary increases granted to other pro-
fessional workers. Since faculty salaries in Califor-
nia are basei primarily on inter-institutional com-
parisons, those at the University of California and
the California State University were undergoing an
economic erosion comparable to that experienced
nationally. That erosion made it increasingly diffi-
cult to recruit the most talented teachers and re-
searchers, especially in competition with the sub-
stantially higher salaries generally available in bus-
iness and industry. Consequently, in order to pro-
vide the Governor and tha Legislature with as much
information as possible on a complex situation, the
Commission expanded considerably the scope of
those salary analyses.

In the past four years -- 1984-85 to 1987-88 -- the sal-
ary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the tvo
public four-year segments have been corrected, as
have those of most other institutions of higher edu-
cation across the country. With the impressive re-
covery of the national economy, and the even more
impressive recovery of California's economy, funds
have become available to restore faculty salaries to
levels where the segments are better able to com-
pete. As a result, there is less need for the extensive
economic conditions and occupational salary data
that the Commission published in prior years.

Two years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti-
ality and technical difficulties in collecting data in a
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to
consider changes in the methodology. The commit-
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology
at that meeting to address those issues. The Com-
mission acted on those recommendations when it
adopted its report, Faculty Salary Revisions: A Re-
vision of the Commission's 1985 Methodology for

9



Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad-
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at its Ju,.e
8, 1987 meeting.

At that time, the University of California agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it
has 'ised for the past 16 years. After further anal-
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later
in the summer, however, the University determined
that the economic situation, especially in the mid-
west, had adversely affected at least one of its
comparison institutions -- the University of Wiscon-
sin, Madison -- causing only marginal increases in
its faculty salaries in contrast to increases else-
where. Furthermore, the University sought to build
into its list of comparison institutions the compe-
titive edge it has enjoyed in recent years. Thus it
asked the Commission that in the best interest of
the University and the State," that other insti-
tutions be considered for its comparison group. The
University formally requested that the Commission
"approve a change in the list of institutions that
serve the University as a comparison group for fac-
ulty salaries, with the substitution of the University
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin, and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
University." As part of this proposal, the University
agreed to abandon requests for the 1988-89 and sub-
sequent fiscal years for "margin of excellence" funds,
noting that "the traditional methodology of projected
lag to parity will be sufficient given the new compar-
ison group, making the competitive edge no longer
necessary." (For the past two years, the margin of
excellence was set at 3.6 percent.)

In response to this proposed change in the methodol-
ogy, Commission staff again convened a meeting of
the Advisory Committee on the Faculty Salary
Methodology to discuss appropriate replacement
institutions. Acknowledging that the State of Wis-
consin has experienced economic problems for many
years, which have resulted in serious erosion of its
institutions' faculty salaries, the advisory commit-
tee recommended replacing the University of Wis-
consin with the University of Virginia. Further-
more the committee recommended that the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology would be an appro-
priate replacement for Cornell to alleviate the need
for "margin of excellence" funds. The Commission
approved this change in the University's comparison
institutions at its February 8, 1988, meeting, as
noted in Appendix B on page 19. (A complete discus-
sion and justification for these changes appears in
Agenda Item 13 of the Commission's February 8,
1988, meeting.)

Contents of this year's report

For the 1988-89 cycle, this report contains only data
on faculty salaries at the University of California
and the California State University. This summer,
the Commission will review a supplemental report
on Community College faculty and four-year seg-
ment administrators' salaries. Pursuant to the re-
vised methodology, the Commission will include as
part of its 1989-90 report on faculty salaries infoL -

mation on the cost of fringe benefits.
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Projected Salaries at California's Public
Universities Required for Parity with Comparison

Institution Salaries, 1987-88 and 1988-89

THIS year's salary analysis continues to present a
comprehensive examination of faculty salary com-
parison institution data. With the advent of comput-
erized spreadsheets at the Commission, the time in-
volved to complete a comprehensive analysis of the
raw data has been reduced to a matter of days, and
this reduction in time has allowed for the more de-
tailed segmental analysis that follows.

University of California

On November 19 and 20, 1987, the Regents of the
University of California met and requested the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature to approve funding suffi-
cient to grant University faculty an average salary
increase of 3.0 percent. This amount was to main-
tain parity with the University's eight comparison
institutions. This percentage increase is based on a
new set of comparison institutions, the composition
of which alleviates the need for a "margin of excel-
lence" -- an amount that pi ovided an additional per-
centage increase above the parity figure which in re-
cent years gave the University a competitive edge in
its hiring of faculty. The Commission, in approving
the change in the University's comparison institu-
tions, acknowledges that the the University's com-
petitive edge will. be incorporated into the base cal-
culations used in computing the parity figure.
Clearly, more faculty will be recruited in the next 15
years than were recruited previously, and the cost of
living is higher in California than nationally. If the
University is to attract the best and brightest from a
national pool of applicants, the methodology used for
computing faculty salaries should not be contingent
on special factors. The revised list of comparison in-
stitutions should preclude such contingencies.

Display 1 on the next page shows the average sal-
aries by rank at the comparison institutions in 1982-
83 and 1987-88 and includes the University of Vir-

11

ginia and the Massachusetts Institute of Technolo-
gy, as well as the University's position in each of
these two years. It indicates that, over the past five
years, the University has improved its position from
far below the average at all three ranks to slightly
above it at the ranks of professor and associate pro-
fessor and strongly above it for assistant professors.
Since most of the University's new hires will be at
the assistant professor level, this should place the
University in a strong competitive position if the
margin is maintained. It should be noted, however,
that the University's relatively strong upward
movement in its ranking among its comparison in-
stitutions was heavily influenced by the fact that its
faculty received no increase in salaries in the 1982-
83 fiscal year -- a year in which its ranking was
eighth.

Display 2 on page 7 shows the parity calculations for
the 1988-89 fiscal year, and it indicates that the
University will require an increase of 2.98 percent to
maintain parity at the mean of its comparison
group. An important element in deriving institu-
tional average salaries is the factor used to convert
11-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In most
cases, this conversion is derived by dividing nine by
11 to produce a factor of 0.8182. In the University's
case, however, a factor of 0.86 has been used for
many years and is applied to the entire comparison
group. Historically, the University has used a con-
version factor of 0.86 to adjust 11-month salaries to
9-month salaries. To assure consistency, the 0.86
factor is applied to each of the University's compari-
son institutions. Display 3 on page 8 shows the Uni-
versity's 1987-88 salary schedule, with the actual
conversions.

The California State University

Over the past five years, and principally because of

5



DISPLAY 1 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries. 1982-83
and 1987-88

Comparison Institution
1982.83 Data Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor

Institution H $53,553 (1) $30,533 (6) $26,677 (3)

Institution A 50,271 (2) 35,800 (1) 28,286 (1)

Institution D 49,154 (3) 29,06 (7) 23,010 (7)

Institution F 48,600 (4) 34,480 (2) 27,200 (2)

Institution C 45,676 (5) 32,129 (3) 25,154 (5)

Institution B 44,800 (6) 30.700 (4) 22.600 (9)

Institution E 41,854 (7) 30,580 (5) 25,659 (4)

University of California 41,645 (8) 27,664 (9) 22,820 (8)

Institution G 40,582 (9) 28,390 (8) 25,100 (6)

Comparison Institution $31,450
Average $46,811 $25 461

Comparison Institution
1987-88 Data Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor

Institution H $73,031 (1) $40,069 (8) $35,021 (6)

Institution A 70,263 (2) 49,627 (1) 39,572 (1)

Institution D 67,811 (3) 41,136 (7) 32,981 (8)

University of California 65,881 (4) 43,574 (5) 38,424 (3)

Institution F 65,376 (5) 48,383 (2) 38,586 (2)

Institution C 61,401 (6) 44,483 (3) 35,321 (5)

Ins' :itution B 60,808 (1) 41,744 (6) 33.191 (7)

Institution E 57,811 (8) 44,403 (4) 36,950 (4)

Institution G 5.3,248 (9) 37,309 (9) 32,964 (9)

Comparison Institution
Average $63,719 $43,394 $35,573

Note: The data in the 1987.88 table for the Unil,rsity of California reflect salary increases awarded in January 1988. Actual
salaries earned by University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these differences
could affect the University's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected by salary increases
given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year.

Source: Office of the President, University of California.
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DISPLAY 2 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987-38.
Compound Rates of Increase. Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1988-89.
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1988-89 Staffing Patterns

Comparison Group
Average Salaries

Academic Rank 1982.83

Professor 46,811

Associate Professor 31,450

Assistant Pt afessor 25.461

Academic Rank

University of
California

Actual Average
Salaries 1987-88

Comparison Group
Average Salaries

1987.88

Comparison Group
Compound Rate of Projected Salaries

Increase 1988-89

63,719

43,394

35.573

Comparison Group Average Salaries

6 361%

6 651%

6 918°

67,772

46.280

38.034

Percentage Increase Required in
University of California Average
Salaries to Equal the Comparison

Institution A erage

Actual 1987-88 Projec'ed 1988-89 Actual 1987-88 Projected 1988-89

Professor

Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

All Ranks Averages
UC Staffing)

Institutional Budget
Year Staffing Pattern
( Full Time Equivalent

65,881

43,574

38,424

63,719

43,394

35,573

57,541 55,664

Prnfessor
Associate
Professor

67,772

46,280

38,034

59,258

Assistant
r-ofessor

3.28%

-0 41%

-7.42%

2.87%

6.21%

-1.01%

-3 26% 2.98%

Total

University of California 3,425

Comparison Institutions 4,232.5

1009

1,858.74

757

1,815.3a

Source: University of California, Office of the President. reproduced in Appendix E.

5191

7,906.57

salary increases granted in the past two years, the
State University has imprc'red its competitive posi-
tion nationally. Displays 4 and 5 on pages 9 and 10
show average salaries at :ts comparison institutions
in 1982-83 and 1987-88, as well as the State Uni-
versity faculty's relative position on each list. These
displays iedicate that while the State University's
faculty ranked eighteenth in each of its top three
professorial categories in 1982-83, it improved to
between fourth and eighth by 1987-88. Because of
the large number of State University faculty at the

13

full-professor level, the weighted average actually
placed the faculty in sixth position in 1982-83 and
fourth position in 1987-88. If something near this
ranking continues, it will place the State L'niN ersity
in a very competitive position in the years ahead,
when so many new faculty are expected to be hired.
Like the University, the relatively strong upward
movement in the State University's ranking among
its comparison institutions was heavily influenced
by the fact its faculty received no increase in salaries
in the 1982-83 fiscal year.
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DISPLAY 3 University of California 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine and Eleven Month Faculty.
with Percentage Differences

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7

Professor $44,800 $49,400 $54,200 $59,300 $64,500 $69,800 $75.500

Associate $37.200 $39,400 $41,400 $44,700 $49,300 N; A N/A
Professor

Assistant $31,500 $32,700 $33,900 $35,400 $37,100 $39,300 N/A
Professor

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7

Professor $52.000 $57,300 $62,900 $68,800 $74,800 $81,000 $87,600

Associate $43,100 $45,800 $48,100 $51,900 $57.200 N/A N/A
Professor

Assistant $36,600 $37,800 $39,300 $41,100 $43.000 $45,700 N/A
Professo-

Percentage
Difference oy

Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7
Overall
Average

Professor 86.15% 86.21% 86.17% 86.19% 86.23% 86.17% 86.19%

Associate 86.31 86.02 86.07 86.13 86.19 N/A N/A
Professor

Assistant 86.07 86.51 86.26 86.13 86.28 86.00 N/A
Professor

Average 86.18% 86.25% 86.17% 86.15% 86.23% 86.09% 86.19% 86 18%

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that the
State University encountered considerable difficulty
in its attempts to obtain reliable data from its new
list of comparison institutions. Four of the institu-
tions declined to participate with the annual survey,
and several others were not prepared to supply the
data in a timely fashion. After the advisory commit-
tee was reconvened in 1986 to discuss the problem, it
unanimously approved replacements for the four in-
stitutions that would not provide data.

8

Following that meeting, State University officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison institutions, but it soon becamOevi-
dent that complete current-year data could r it be
obtained from all of them in November of each year,
nor from any other list of institutions that could con-
ceivably be established, because many universities
do not make computer runs of their faculty payrolls
until after the November deadline required by the
current methodology Because the Department of
Finance requested this information by December 5

14



DISPLAY 4 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank. 1982-83

Professor
Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor Instructor T nal Faculty

Institution No.
Average
Salary \o.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Wetg.hted
Average
Salary

Institution J 128 548.100 (1) 133 334,600 (1) 123 525.600 (2) 16 19.900 (6) 400 35.565 (1)

Institution Q 355 45,045(2) 347 31,500(3) 285 25.':33(1) 30 22.284;2) 1.017 34.340(3)

Institution N 230 44.984(3) 235 32,434(2) 154 24.691 (3) 0 0 619 35.171(2)

Institution R 396 40,761(4) 432 30,402 (4) 447 24,250(5) 136 18,469 (12) 1.411 30.210 (13)

Institution P 81 40.712 (5) 102 29,555 (9) 99 23.433 (11) 6 19.083(10) 288 30.370 (11)

Institution D 143 40.200 (6) 233 29.700 (6) 97 24.600 4) 29 20.000 (4) 502 31,145 (8)

Institution F 248 40,100 (7) 263 29,600 (7) 173 24.000 3) I 38 17.700 (13) 722 31.239 (7)

Institution A 522 39.300 (8) 438 29,800(5) 327 24.100 , 6) 30 18.900 (11) 1.317 31.902 (4)

Institution S 325 39,154 (9) 320 29.430(10) 236 23.364.14; 28 17.307 (14) 909 30.958 (10)

Institution I 50 39,012 (10) 116 28,643 (14) 63 23.659 (10: .35 16.723 (16) 264 27,837(18)

Institution C 80 38,900 (11) 64 29,60G (7) 61 22.500 (17 0 0 205 31.117(9)

Institution T 245 38,317 (12) 278 27.993 (17) 202 23.272 '15) I 19 19.84318) 744 29.903 (14)

Institucion K 292 38,000 (13) 259 28,200(16) 235 23.760 ,9) 17 20.000(4) 303 30.273 (12)

Institution M 136 37.829 (14) 111 29,391 (11) 66 23.442112' 12 20.615(3) 325 31.390(5)

Institution 0 155 37,3C.0 (15) 221 28.800 (13) 175 23.200 (16) 14 16.500 (15) 565 29.100 (16)

Institution B 101 36,900 (16) 98 25,400 (15) 53 23.400 (13) 20 19.900 (6) 272 29.957 (15)

Institution G 139 36,700 (17) 204 29,300 (12) 201 24.100(6) 30 22,500 (1) 574 28.916 (17)

The California 6,553 S35,427 2,646 S27.322 1,562 22.255 (18) 175 19,594 (9) 10,936 31.331(6)
State University (18) (18)

Institution E 76 33,600,19) 93 25.500(21) 77 22.200 (19) 12 15,100(18) 258 26.417 (20)

Institution L 35 32.300 (20) 27 26.300 (20) 34 21.400 (20) 0 0 96 26.752;19)

Institution H 181 31.000 (21) 100 26.400 (19) 163 21.000 (21) 34 15.900 (17) 478 25.554 (21)

Comparison
Institution Totals 3,918 339.679 4.074 529.673 3.271 323.865 506 518.769 11.769 $30,921

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor

of each year for consideration in the Governor's Bud-
get, estimates continue to be necessary for those in-
stitutions not supplying current-year informat I Ai.

In its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the
differences between the cost-of-living adjustments
projected to be given to faculty, and those actually
distributed to them. This analysis showed that the

actual eianges in any institution's average salaries
increased by only about 95 percent of the projected
percentage increase a difference caused by
changes in staffing patterns at the institutions in-
volved. Accordingly, the State University suggested
that, when current-year data cannot be obtained,
but the projected cost-of-living adjustment is known,
that that percentage be multiplied by 0.95. This

9



DISPLAY .5 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank. 1937-'38

Professor
Associate
Pmfes..or

Assistant
Professor Instructor Total Faculty

Institution .14:).

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Weighted
Average
Salary

Institution J 122 $62,999 (1) 154 546.599 (1) 94 $37,372 (1) 9 527,634 (5) 379 49.139 .1,

Instituticn Q 412 61,101 (2) 411 43.264 (3) 316 36.083 (2) 22 36,088 (1) 1,161 47.503. 3

Institution N 235 60,319 (3) 251 44.024 (2) 120 32.787 (6) 0 0 606 48.113 2

Institution R 457 57.065 (4: 436 40.462 (5) 327 35.04013) 85 23.964 (15) 1 305 43.343 i

Institution I 66 56,549 (5) 108 37.829(15) 101 30.316 (17) 42 2 ?.341 (17) 317 .37.440 .14

Institution K 372 55.136 6) 296 39.916(6) 236 34.484:4) 10 26.513 (7) 914 44 561 ''.

Institution P 98 53.410 (7) 124 38,732(10) 96 30.809 (18) 3 26.833 (6) 321 40.732 :11

The California
State University 7.409 52.57318) 2.468 40.7T2 (4) 1.491 32,888 (5) 176 28.324 (4) 11.544 47.14014)

Institution F 272 52.068(9) 251 38.226(14) 185 31.257(13) 37 22.966(16) 745 40.791'10.

Institution A 496 51.709 (10) 446 39,212 (7) 312 32.330 (8) 34 24.614112; 1.288 410-2.8)

Institution D 151 50,846 (11) 232 38,483 (12) 104 30.893 (16) 28 25.851 :9) 515 39.388 :12'

Institution S 306 50,575 (12) 306 38,546 (11) 148 32.773 (7) 11 24,148 (13) 771 42.007.7'

Institution C 80 50,493 (13) 61 38,344(13) 84 31.164 (14) 2 18.750 (19) 227 39.796 (13;

Institution G 151 50.000 (14) 221 39.000(91 171 31.900 (10) 24 31,400 (2) 567 39.466 (15,

Institution B 89 49,091 (15) 83 39.171(8) 45 32,326(9) 13 24.808 (11) 230 40.859(9)

Institution T 254 48.854 (16) 300 36.292 (19) 165 31.603 (11) 5 28.917 (3) 724 39.580 (14)

Institution 0 165 47.428 (17) 227 35.234 (20) 141 30.567 (19) 2 24,100(14) 535 37.723 (17)

Institution M 121 47.001 (18) 124 36,365 (16) 81 31.587 (12) 1 25.199(10) 327 39.273 (16)

Institution E 87 45,893 (19) 117 36.614(17) 91 31.003 (15) 15 26.322(8) 310 37.074(19)

Institution H t96 45.817(20; 144 36.471 ( 8) 132 29.1?1 (20) 42 21.246 (18) 514 36.903 (20)

Institution L 33 44.098 (21) 21 3:1,487 (21; 31 26.865 (211 0 0 35 35.191(21)

Comparison
Institution Totals 4.163 $53.294 4.313 S39.431 2.980 332.737 385 525.087 11,341 $42.154

Note: The data in this display for the California State Univ.,rsity reflect salary increases awarded in January 1988. ..ctual salaries
earned by State University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here. and these differences could af-
fect the State University's ranking The rankings far several comparison institutions may also be affected by salary .icreases go. en
at times other than the first day of the fiscal year.

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor.

relationship will be monitored to determine if the 95
percent adjustment continues to be valid.

10

Another issue unresolved in the 1986-87 salary re-
port concerned the adjustment for law school faculty.
The salaries paid to law faculty at the comparison
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institutions are included in the raw data supplied to
the American Association of University Professors
and published in its "Annual Repo-. c on the Econom-
ic Status of the Profession." That report, which ir
cludes data also collected by the Center for Educa-
tion Statistics of the U S. Department of Education,
constitutes the primary source of faculty salary data
in the United States. At present, eight of the State
University's 20 comparison institutions operate low
schools. and since law faculty are paid more than
regular faculty, a deduction is made in the State
University's parity figure to reflect the fact that it
operates no law schools.

In tf--, 1986-87 report, the effect of law faculty sal-
aries on those of the new list of institutions was un-
known, so a rough estimate of 0.8 percent was de-
ducted from the parity figure. In 1987-88, however,
the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the data from
the eight comparison institutions that operate law
schools, compared them to the data from the old list,
and determined that the true deduction should be
only 0.2 percent. Commission staff then verified the
accuracy of the Chancellor's staff analysis, and the
0.2 percent deduction was reflected in the 1987-88
parity figures. The 0.2 percent adjustment is con-
tinued this year as is shown in Display 6 on page 12.
Other deauctions of 0.2 percent for turnover and pro-
motions, and 0 68 percent to reflect an additional
appropriation for merit salary adjustments, are also
included. The first is unchanged from last year's
cycle, while the second is reduced from last year's es-
timate of 0.75 percent. Complete current-year data
were obtained for 17 institutions, with estimated
1987-88 cost-of-!iving adjustments supplied or the
remaining three. Furthermore, it should be noted

I

that because the State University faculty received
their final salary adjustment on January 1, 1988.
the computed average annual by rank salaries dis-
played for 1987-88 is greater than the salaries actu-
ally earned by the faculty for this entire year

One of the required calculations to derive an average
salary figure for each comparison institution is a
conversion from eleven-month to nine-month facul-
ty, since all average salaries are based on nine-
month contracts. In its annual report on the eco-
nomic status of the profession, the AAUP uses a factor
of 0.8182, a figure derived by dividing nine by elev-
en. In some cases, however, institutions use differ-
ent conversion factors to build their budgets, and
these are all specified by the AAUP in footnotes to its
report and used to derive average salary figures. In
many cases, especially in independent institutions,
ho published salary schedules or institutional con-
version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are
negotiated individually in terms of both length of
annual service and compensation. In these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and the AAUP simply applies the 0.8182 factor
as a reasonable estimate.

In the State University, as shown in Display 7 on
page 13, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty is almost 87 percent,
but for the purposes of the annual salary reports.
and reporting to the AAUP, the 0.8182 figure con-
tinues to be used for the purposes of assuring analy-
tical consistency with the comparison institutions.

With all of the adjustments discussed above, the
State UniversLy's parity figure for 1988-89 becomes
4.67 percent.

11



DISPLAY 6 California State University Faculty Salary Parity Calculations. 1988-89 ;Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987 -88. Five-Year Compound Rates of Increase:
Comparison Institution 1988-89 Projected Salaries: State University 1987-88 Average
Salaries; 1988-89 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency; 1987-88 Staffing Patterns)

Academic Rank

Comparison Group
Weighted by Total

1982-83

Average Salaries
Faculty at Each
Rank 1987-88

Five -tear
Percentage Rate of

Change

Comparison Group
Projected Salaries

1988-89

Professor 39,679 53,294 6.078% 56,533

Associate Professor 29,673 39,431 5.851% 41,737

Assistant Professor 23,865 32,737 6.526% 34,874

Instructor 18,769 25,087 5.974% 26,585

California State
University Comparison Group Average Salaries

Percentage Increase Required in CSU
Salaries to Equal the Comparison

Institution Average
Average Salaries

Academic Rank 1987-88 1987-88 1988-89 1987.88 1988-89

Professor 52,573 53,294 56,533 1 37% 7.53%

Associate Professor 40,782 39,431 41,737 -3.31% 2.34%

Assistant Professor 32,888 32,737 34,874 -0 46% 6.04%

Instructor 28,324 25,087 26,585 -11.43% -6.14%

All Ranks Averages:
Weighted by Staffing 47,140 47,245 50,116 0.22% 6.31%

Weighted
by Comparison
Institution Staffing 42,536 42,154 44,719 -0.90% 5.13%

Mean All Ranks
Average and Gross
Percentage Amount 44,838 44,699 47,417 -0.31% 5.75%

Adjustments:

Turnover and
Promotions -90 0.20%

Effect of Law Faculty -90 0.20%

Merit Award
Adjustment -305 0 68%

Net Parity Salary
and Percent 46.933 4.67%

Institutional Staffing
Patterns: Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor Instructor Total

California State
University

Comparison Institutions

7,409

4,163

2,468

4,313

1,491

2,980

176

385

11,544

11,841

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University (reproduced in Appendix F).
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DISPLAY 7 California State University 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month
and Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

Professor $43,896 845,984 $48.204 $50,544 $52,968

Associate Professor 34,740 36,408 38,136 39,960 41,868

Assistant Professor 27,588 28,884 30,252 31,680 33,192

Instructor 25,248 26,376 27,588 28,884 30.252

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

Professor $50,544 $52,968 $55.548 $58,224 $61,044

Associate Professor 39,960 41,868 43,896 45,984 48,204

Assistant Professor 31,680 33,192 34,740 36,408 38,136

Instructor 28,884 30,252 31,680 33,192 34,740

Percentage
Difference by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

41

Step 5
Overall
Average

Professor 86.85% 86.81% 86.78% 86.81% 86.77%

Associate Professor 86.93 86.96 86.88 86.90 86 86

Assistant Professor 87.08 87.02 87.08 87.01 87.04

Instructor 87.41 87.19 87.08 87.02 87.08

Average 87.07% 87.00% 86.96% 86 94% 86 94% 86 98%

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
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3 Conclusions

THIS 1988-89 faculty salary report contains detailed
data on average salaries in the comparison insti-
tutions of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University. Again, due principally to
the introduce on of electronic spreadsheets in the
Commission's offices, the Commission has been able
to analyze the raw data submitted by the comparison
institutions in time for inclusion in this report, and
to provide a detailed written analysis. That analysis
revealed no errors in the segmental computations.

Comparisons of the University of California and the
California State University with their respective
comparison groups revealed that both segments im-
proved their competitive positions over the past five
years -- the University moving from about eighth to
fourth position on its list of eight comparison institu-
tions, and the State University moving from eigh-
teenth overall to about fourth on its list of 20 insti-
tutions.

The Univei say of California obtained actual 1987-
88 data from all of its eight comparison institutions.

The California State University collected actual da-
ta from 17 of its 20 comparison institutions, with the
remaining three being unable to offer current data
for various reasons As specified in the salary met-
hodology agreed to by State officials, estimates were
made for the three unable to supply current informa-
tion.

For 1988-89, it is estimated that University of Cali-
fornia faculty members will require an average sal-
ary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to the mean
of their comparison group. The University Regents
have requested that increase, and they have allevi-
ated the need for the special "margin of excellence"
by the change in the list of comparison institutions.

A salary increase of 4.7 percent is estimated to be
necessary to keep State University faculty at the
mean of its list of 20 comparison institutions. The
State University's Trustees, following a practice in-
stituted since the implementation of collective bar-
gaining, have not approved a faculty salary request
for the coming year.

15



Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution
No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of
the Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the Califor-
nia institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fund that the re-
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made pre: iously to the Legislature
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the resuit that the
Legislature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re-
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis-
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential
data on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive
bases for comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and
desired fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total ...ov.pensation to the faculty,
special privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary
income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the
state new, Ezerefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, That
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965.

21
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Appendix B

NOTE: The following material is reproduced from
Chapter Two, "The Revised Methodology," of the sec-
ond edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95: A Revision of the Commission's 1977 Methodolo-
gy for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty and
Administrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit Costs.
Commission Report 85-11. Sacramento. California
Postsecondary Education Commission, March 1985
pp. 7-16 (second edition issued February 1988)

The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefits in California public higher education

1. Number and timing of reports

One report will be prepared by the Commission each
year. That report will contain current-year data
from both the University of California's and the Cal-
ifornia State University's comparison institutions,
such data to be submitted by the segments to the
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each
year. The segmental submissions are to 1,:clude to-
tal nine and eleven-month expenditures, and the
number of faculty, at each rank specified in Section
4 of this document for each comparison institution.
Comparison institutions should be identified only by
letter code. Commission staff shall verify the .ccu-
racy of the segmental calculations and report the
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem-
ber 5, or the first working day following D4cember 5
if the latter falls on a weekend. The Commission
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee not later than February 15.

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage increases
(or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala-
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali-
fornia and California State University faculty to
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti-
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni-
versity only) instructor. Parity is defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of com-
parison institutions will be used by each of the four-
year California segments of higher education.

3. Comparison institutions

University of California

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*),
will be the following.

Harvard University*
Massachusetts Institute of Technology*
Stanford University*
State University of New York at Buffalo
University of Illinois, Urbana
University of Michigan. Ann Arbor
University of Virginia
Yale University*

(On February 8, 1988, the Commission voted to re-
place Cornell University rid the University of Wis-
consin-Madison with MIT and the University of Vir-
ginia, respectively.)

The California State University

Comparison institutions for the California State
University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97.

Northeast

Bucknell University'
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Rutgers the State University of New Jersey, Newark
State University of New York, Albany
Tufts University'
University of Bridgeport.

South

Georgia State University
North Carolina State University
University of Maryland, Baltimore County
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

North Central
Cleveland State University
Loyola University, Chicago'
Mankato State University
Wayne State University
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University
Reed College*
University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California'
University of Texas, Arlington

Independent Institution

4. Faculty to be included and excluded

University of California

Faculty to be i. !uded in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as-
sistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine and eleven-
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary
scales or schedules other than those of the regular
faculty. Faculty on the special salaryitchedules for
engineering, computer science, and business admin-
istration will be included with the regular faculty.

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

The number of University faculty will be reported on
a full-time-e iuivalent basis.
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The California State University

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are thc,se
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in-
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac-
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Faculty
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be
excluded.

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor
awards" will be included in the State University's
mean salaries.

The number of State University and comparison in-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba-
sis.

5. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in-
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation of these differences in its annual report.

University of California

For the University's comparison group, the mean
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal-
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.

The California State University

For the State University's comparison group, the
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive t!,e mean salary for each rank

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be paid
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by the comparison institutions in the budget year, a
five-year compound rate of change in salaries will be
computed using actual salary data for the current
year and the fifth preceding year.

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec-
ified in Section 5 above. Each will then calculate the
annual compound rate of growth at each rank
between the current year and the fifth year preced-
ing the current year. These rates of change will then
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for.
ward one year to the budget year.

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in-
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase. If current-year staffing data
are available, but not current-year salary expendi-
ture data, the staffing data will be used with the
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre-
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase.

When a comparison institution does not supply both
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure da-
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a
general faculty salary increase in the current year,
the prior-year staffing and expenditure data will be
assumed to remain unchanged for the current year.

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data do
not include a specified percentage to be granted after
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures
at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the full extent
of the planned adjustment.

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
available for neither the current nor prior years, the
most recent year for which complete data are avail-
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
year in which complete data are unavailable.

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete cur-
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from
all of their respective comparison institutions by De-
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be

filed with the Commission, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as
soon as the data become available, but not later than
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update
to include all additional data received since Decem-
ber 5. If the comparison institution data remain in-
complete as of the April 1 date, a final report will be
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as the Uni-
versity or the State University are able to supply
complete data.
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7. Fringe benefits

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter,
the University of California and the California State
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to
incl ide the following information for their own sys-
tem and for each comparison institution:

a. The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs; health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage); Social Security; and life,
unemployment, workers' compensation, and dis-
ability insurance;

b. The mean contribution needed to fund the "nor-
mal costs" of the retirement systems; and

c. Any further information available, in addition to
the cost data, on actual benefits received.

8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison
institutions' mean salaries in the current and bud-
get years, by using the following procedures.

University of California

Both the University's and its comparison institu-
tions' mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University's projected budget-year staffing
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compared and percentage differen-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years. The percentage differential between the Uni-
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versity's current year all-ranks mean salary and the
comparison group's projected budget year all-ranks
r an salary will constitute the percentage amount

which University salaries will have to be in-
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with t.:-,e
comparison group in the budg , year.

The California State University

Both the State University's and its comparison in-
stitutions' current-year staffing patterns will be em-
ployed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived.
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State University's staffing pattern and the second by
the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be add-
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall
mean. Similarly, the current and budget-year all-
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions
will be added and divided by two to produce overall
means for both the current and budget years. The
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary will then be compared to the current and budget-
year comparison institution all - ranks mean salary
to produce both current and budget-year parity per-
centages. The percentage differential between the
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary and the comparison group's projected budget -
year all-ranks mean salary will constitute the
"Gross Percentage Amount" by which State Univer-
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to
achieve parity with the comparison group in the

budget year.

The "Gross Percentage Amount" will be reduced by
applying three adjustments:

First, two-tenths of one percent (G.2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year.

Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent
(0.2 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef-
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of
the State University's comparison institutions.

Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
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awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of-
fice of the State University.

9. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office
and campus-based administrators at the University
and the State University. The Commission shall al-
so include data on comparable campus-based posi-
tions from both the University's and the State Uni-
versity's respective comparison institutions. The
University and State University will use the same
group of comparison institutions as for their faculty
surveys.

The campus-based administrative positions to be
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1:

In addition to these campus-based positions for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
University and the State University shall also re-
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Display 2.

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of California and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the Uni-
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro-
lina, the University of Texas at Houston, the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disci-
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi-
atrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be
considered representative of the medical profession
as a whole.

Community college faculty salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commis-
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DISPLAY 1 Campus-Based Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the University of
California, the California State University, and Their Respective comparison Institutions Are
to Be Reported in the Commission's Annual Administrators' Salary Survey

UniveriaYAf California

1. Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

2. Chief Academic Officer

3. Chief Business Officer

4. Director of Personnel/Human Resources

5. Chief Budget Officer

6. Director of Library Services

7. Director of Computer Services

8. Director of Physical Plant

9. Director of Campus Security

10. Director of Information Systems

11. Director of Student Financial Aid

12. Director of Athletics

13. Dean of Agriculture

14. Dean of Arts and Sciences

15. Dean of Business

16. Dean of Education

17. Dean of Engineering

18. Dean of the Graduate Division

The California State University

1. Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

2. Chief Academic Officer

3. Chief Business Officer

4. Director of Personnel/Human Resources

5. Chief Budget Officer

6. Director of Library Services

7. Director of Computer Services

8. Director of Physical Plant

9. Director of Campus Security

10. Director of Institutional Research

11. Director of Student Financial Aid

12. Director of Athletics

13. Dean of Agriculture

14. Dean of Arts and Sciences

15. Dean of Business

16. Dean of Education

17. Dean of Engineering

18. Dean of the Graduat... Division

DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be Reported
in the Commission's Annual Administrators' Salary Survey

University of California The California State University

1. President

2. Senior Vice President

3. Vice President

4. Associate Vice President

5. Assistant Vice President

6. General Counsel of the Regents

7. Deputy General Counsel of the Regents

8. Treasurer of the Regents

9. Associate Treasurer of the Regents

10. Secretary of the Regents

11. Director of State Governmental Relations

12. Auditor

1. Chancellor

2. Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor

3. Deputy Provost

4. Vice Chancellor

5. Associate Vice Chancellor

6. Assistant Vice Chancellor

7. General Counsel

8. Associate General Counsel

9. Director of Governmental Affairs

10. Auditor
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sion shall include such comments as it consider s ap-
propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg-
islative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An-
nual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu-
nity Colleges' Chancellery.

10. Supplementary information

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the University of California and the
California State University. The University of Cal-
ifornia shall continue to submit its "Annual Aca-
demic Personnel Statistical Report." The California
State University shall submit a report to the Com-
mission on faculty demographics, promotions and
separations, origins and destinations, and related
data. Both the University and the State University
will submit their supplemental reports not later
than April 1.

11. Criteria for the selection
of comparison institutions

University of California

The following four criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the University:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major uni-
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu-
ate, graduate (Master's and PhD), and profession-
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petition in the recruitment and retention of fac-
ulty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a
timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all in-
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and
benefit cost data, especially in the detail required
for comparison purposes.)
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4. The comparison group should be composed of both
public and private institutions.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time
in the composition of the comparison group is im-
portant to enable the development of faculty sal-
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and
the contacts necessary for gathering required da-
ta.

The California State University

The following five criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the California State Univer-
sity.

1. General comparability of institutions: Compari-
son institutions should reflect the mission, func-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State University system.
Faculty expectations at the comparison institu-
tions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro-
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively
similar to those prevailing at the California State
University. To those ends, State University com-
parison institutions should include those that of-
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under-
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very
few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, the 20
institutions that awarded the largest number of
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be-
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded.
The list should include both large and small, and
urban and rural institutions from each of the four
major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West). Approximately one-
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list
should be private or independent colleges and uni-
versities, and none of these institutions should be
staffed predominantly with religious faculty.

2. Economic comparability of institutional location:
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect a general comparability in living costs and
economic welfare to conditions prevailing in Cal-
ifornia. Consequently, institutions located in
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or in
severely economically depressed areas, should not
be included on the list. In order to ensure a con-
tinuing economic comparability between Califor-



nia and those regions in which comparison insti-
tutions are located, the Commission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicators as it consid-
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur-
veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs.

3. Availability of data: Each institution should be
one from which it is possible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro-
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially

in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

4. Fringe benefits: The comparison institutions
should provide fringe benefits, including a retire-
ment program that vests in the faculty member
within five years.

5. University of California comparison institutions:
The California State University's comparison
group should not include any institution used by
the University of California for its comparison
group.
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Appenjdix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session.
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties

of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for the highest quality of
faculty members; and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual report to the
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State
Colleges and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to
permit at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California
State Colleges and the University of California, and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face
of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate whicii
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions,
industry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher
education would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty
members from the California institutions of higher education, and if such academic
emigration gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the
educational processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax
revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced b, the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
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maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California's phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained.
the contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
economic and cultural development cf California may be seriously threatened: now.
therefore, be it

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study the subject of
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education
may be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of
education, and to request such committee to report its findings and recommendations to
the Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.
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Appendix D

A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE

ON FACULTY SALARIES AND *OTHER BENEFITS

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND

THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Ectraordincry Session)

Prepared by the

CIFIce of the Legislative Analyst

State of California

January 4, 196.5
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this stars': report is to recommend a
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
tinge benefits and other special economic benefits for
faculties of the 'University of California and the Cali-
fornia. State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resoiution 250 (1964 First Earmaor-
dizaz7 Sessions -IPPendir. 1)1 which resolved:

"That the Assembly Cemmittee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee to study the subject of salaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare. including tinge benefits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of
higher education. and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits in or.a. that such Cali-
fornia institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of education, and to request such
committee to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regales Session."
Staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee

initiated its study by seeking information which would
reflect the magnitude of California's long-range and
immediate problems regarding the need to recruit and
retain an adequate number of high quality faculty.
While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
lature as justification for salary increase recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step
in trying to improve faculty salaries and other bene-
fits is to furnish the Legislature with comprehensive
and consistent data which identify the nature and
level of competitive benefits. The costs associated with
recommendations, rated according to priority, should
be included in proposals by the segments in order to
aid the Legislature is Bete-rmining how much to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy.

There has er:sted in the past a difference between
what the institutions have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit ittweases and what has finally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There air two
principal reasons for this difference which at times
may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may dis-
agree with what is proposed as to need, or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need because of
higher priorities in other areas of the budget.

Ilese needs are very complex and, for example.
include such factors as:

1. Disastreemens with conclusions drawn :70m data
submitted in just fication of reeso=tendations ;

2. Lack of confidence. in the quanrity, quality, or
type of data;

Ammtuileas &Loud.

3. The failure of advocates to make points which
are concise and clearly understandable ;

4. The submission of confiicrinst data by legislative
staff or the Department of Finance.

Ater careful consideration, it was determined that
a special report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittee eonreinirg recommendations as to the kind of
data the Leirisiature should be furnished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and ocher benefit increases.

On August 5, 1964 a letter (.I.ppendi'! 2) was sent
tom the LemislatiYe Analyst to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education. the University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and various faculty organizations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
was pIa-Tm4rts to hold a public hearing in connection
with Ell 250 and asking for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data ( Appendix 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the University of Califor-
nia. the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on which
salary and tinge benefits should be reported to the
Legislature. including the knd of data to be com-
piled and who should compile and publish it (Appen-
dix 4. Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October
15, 1964 Hearing). The contents of most of the pre-
pared statements discussed problems and in some
instance recommendations relating to faculty salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the bearing, but the testimony did serve to identify
areas of concern. The hearing also established legis-
larive interest in the subjects of faculty workload and
sources of supplementary income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re-
plies to the Legislative Analyst's letter of August 5.
1964. the oral and prepared statements received at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Baden Committee and other sources have revealed
significant indings and permitted the development of
recommendations cOr.cerning the type of information
and method of presentation that should be included
is faraire faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legislature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty
and other benefit increase proposals. with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
University of California administr.ative ofilciais to
their respective roverninr boards. appear centrally
to be adequate. with minor reserrarions. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the adversity
of California generally formulate their own proposals
in December and forward them to the State 'Depart-
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meat oi FIr.ance !or billzet consideraMon. Concur-
rently the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with reeo=tenciations "ThiCh is
made available to the State Depar=ent of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
sider theee salary increase proposals in relation to the
availability of funds and their own analysis oi faculty
salary needs and decide how much oi an increase. if
any, to incintit in the Goveraor:s Budget. The Legis-
lative Arialyet in the Analysis of the Budget Bill pro-
vides analysis and recommendations as to the Gover-
nor's budget proposal.

When appropriate legislative committees hear the
budget request for faculty salary increases they may
be confronted with several recommendations from
various sources. Their first raponsibility is to con-
sider the Governor's recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the niversirr and the California
State Colleges generally request the opportunity to
present their own recommendations, which bequently
diger from the Governor's proposaL Also, the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Education presents its
recon=eidations. Various faculty organizations may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature
has been cooperative in providing all interested parties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentadons have been marked by err-. e. nie variations
is reeonunendadons and in the data which support
the musts.

WHO SHOULD PRITIARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORT3

there appears to be some dleerence of opinion
concerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Tagher Education. The University of California
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should make direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Conversely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Council should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Finance states that such
a report should be regarded as Aitiiilar is status to the
annual salary report relating :o cvtl serrice salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature. It is our opinion that the
Legislature should give spectfic and primary consid-
eration to the recommendations in the Governor's
Budget and to the annual !acuity salary report of
the Coordinating Council for Faghe: Education. Flow
ever. any separate recommendations of the Citivereiry
of California and the California State Colleges should
also be considered.
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WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that report:us% required of the
University, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinatng Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of these agencies to emphasize specific
points in supporting :heir own recommendations.
However, the Legisiature should take steps to estab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive information. about faculty salaries. other
benefits, and related subjects fro= year to year. Alter
careful consideration of .the star:sties'. and other
grounds presented in, support. of salary and other
bench increase proposals in the past, we recommend
that basic data be included in faculty salary reports
to the Legislature in a consistent form in. the follow-
:r.g. areas:

A. Faculty Data
B. Salary Data
C. Fringe Benefits
D. Total Comp ezeadon
E. Special Privileges and. Be :eats
P. Supplementary Income

Since it is necessary for scarf of the enecutive and
legislative branches of government f.o analyze recom-
mendations prior to commencement of a legislative
session. all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December I. of each year.

A. Fatuity Oat=

I. Findings
a. Informative data about "...le size. composition.

retention. and ivinvni=enr. of California
State College faculty has been presented to
the Legislature from time to time, but usu-
ally it has been so selective that it lacks
objectivity and has been inconsistent from
year to year.

b. Superior faculty performance has not be
dentonsn-ated as a reason to justif past re-
quests for superior salaries.

2. Beco=endations
The following data should be compiled and ;re-
sented annually on a consistent basis. Deini-
dons of what constitutes !acuity are ldt to the
discretion of the University and the state zol-
legim 'out should be clearly deilaed in any report
.isiditionai data nay be included in any given
year to emphasize special problems. but such
data si.Juld supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should
be used when pracrical. accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Reco=endeci
faculty 'ata. includes:
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a. The number of faculty, by rank and the in-
crease over the previous five years to reflect
institutional growth.

b. Current faculty composition expressed in
meaningful terms, including but not limited
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD's.

c. Student-faculty ratios as a means of =pmts.
ing performance..

d. Data relating to all new full-time faculty for
the =rent academic year including the num-
ber hired, source of employment, their rank
and highest degree held. Existing vacancies
should also be noted. Pertinent histories!.
trends in these data should be analyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplete
data estimating reasons for taming down
offers, such as has been presented in the past.
serves any useful purpose.

e. Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faculty according
to tie following suggested categories; deatli
or retirement. to research or graduate work,
intrainstitational =tuasfers. other college or
rniversity teaching, business and govern-
ment, other.

3. Comments
The first three recommendations a.,,ove we de-
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rate
of growth, and workload. The inclusion of con-
sistent data from year to year will facilitate
trend analysis as it relates to the institutions
involved and, when possible; ao comparable in-
stitutions. The purpose of including data on
new faculty and faculty turnover is to provide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems
relating to faculty reatti=ent and retention. It
may also be beneficial to include some basic
statistics about the available supply of faculty
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD 's
for =staple, California instittatirms hire every
year.

B. Salary Data
1. Findings

a. The 'University for several years has ex-
changed salary data to provide a consistent
comparison with a special group of five " em-
inent " oniversities. as well as with a group
of nine public universities. Conversely, the
California State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished a list of comparable institutions which
is acceptable to them.

b. Both the university of California and the
Coordinating Council for Eicher Education
maintain that salary comparisons to appro-

priate institutions is the best single method
of determining salary needs.

c. The University of California places less sig-
nificance on salary comparisons with non-
academic employment than the Coordinating
Council on Biger Education and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary increases have been proposed on the
basis of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salaries plus triage benents) in com-
parable institutions.

e. Both the r aiversity and the California State
Colleges have tended to relate the size of
proposed salary increases to how much of an
increase would ire necessary to return to a
rpecilic competitive position which +nested in
1957-58 and which was unusually advan-
tageous.

f. Salary comparisons have frequently been
made to various levels of teaching including
elementary, high school, and junior college
salaries.

g. Methods of salary comparisons with other
institutions have varied from year to year in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2. Recommendations
a. We recommend that proposed faculty salary

increases distinguish berwent: (I) increases
necessary to maintain the cu rent competi-
tive position and (2) increases to improve
the core .= cmnpetitive poktion.
(I) Proposed increases to maintain the exist-

ing competitive position should be equiv-
alent to a projection of the average
salary relationship between the ruiver-
sity, or state colleen. and comparable
institutions during the current fiscal
year to the next !seal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on a
projection of actual salary increases by
rank in comparable institutions during
the past five years, permitting statistical
adjustments for unusual Mze=stances.
Thus the proposed incase to maintain
the exist= competitive position wotad.
in effect be equal to the average of an-
nual salary increases in comparable
institutions during the past five years. .1
record of the accuracy cr: projecnons
should be maintained in an appendlit.

"2', Recommendations to improve the car-
rent competitive positions should be re-
lated to the addidonai advantaces to be
derived.

b. It is also recommended that the California
State College Traste.:s select a list of coin-
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parable institutions within the nest year and
that agreement, be negotiated to e=hange
salary data in a fcrm which will facilitate
comparisons.. 1 list of the citeria and to
seleet comparable inscitudons. plus charac-
teristics of the izistitudons selected. should
be included in ne=t year's report.

a. Specific proposals for salary increases should
be accompanied by comparisons of current
salary amounts and historic treads to com-
parable inscitutions. The following general.
prtutiples are considered to be ipportant:
(1) Salary data should be separated from

fringe benefit and speclal benefit data
for purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons.

(2) 3 coneiztent form should be used from
year to year to present salary data.
suggested form might be to illustrate
ilve-year historic trend. in average sal-
aries by using a line graph for each
rank. fin alternative might be a. table
which simply slums There California
ranked. among comparable imdrations
during the past ire years.

The current salary position might best
be atust-ated by showing a list of aver-
age salaries of the California iardtutions
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rank. for the last actual. and current
Tears. This will show the relative posi-
tion of the California institution for the
last actual and current years, as well as
the range of averages. Frequency distri-
butions of faculty by rank or professor
should be incorporated in an grimed:
and any significant limitations in the
use of averages between those particular
instiradons in a given year should be
noted. For example, as unusual *por-
tion of faculty in the high ranks or the
low ranks would affect the comparability
of the arithmetic means.

(3) Special data to Muscats a particular
problem in any given year would be
appropriate as long as it supplements.
rather than replaces, basic salary data.

d. Fiztally, it is recommended that salary data
be reported in worm by rank which compea-
same for differences is :acuity distributions.

C. Fringe 3enerits
FirJ113:43

a. The definition of fringe benefit' raeraily
includes benedts available :o ail faculty that
have a dollar cost to the employer. arae.fits
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and services in are considered to be
fringe benedts only if 3. cash pa:rraent option
is available. Retirement and health insur-
ance, by definition. are the only two pro-
grams considerrd as fringe benefits by the
University of ,;alifornia and the California
State Colleges.

b. Comparisons of fringe benedts. when com-
parnons have been made at ail. have gener-
ally been limited to the dollar contribution
by the employer and have not included any
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employee.

2. Becomtaendadons
a. It is recommended that fringe benefit com-

parisons of type of benefit be included in
!acuity salary reports, bus compared sepa-
rately from salaries. Such comparisons should
include an analysis of the quality of the
benefits veil as the dollar cost to the
employer.

b. Proposals to increase specific fringe benedts
should be made separately from salaries, in-
cluding separate cost animates.

3. Comments
Separate proposals for increases in salaries and
fringe bet.e fits should be made to rii,147m,e mis-
understanding about competitive position& For
=nine, information submitted to the 1.963
Legislature by the University of California. in
support of a proposed :akar?. increase for 1.963
ti4, compared total compensation data (salaries
plus fringe benefits) rather than salaries alone.
This report =aid in part: In comparMg sal-
aries. fringe benefits must be taken into ac-
count. Salary comparisons between the raiver-
sity and other institutions based on salary tione
look far more favorable than comparisons of
salaries plus benefits." The least favorable com-
parison was with fringe 'benefits. not salaries,
thus the report recommended a salary =crease
largely on the basis of a difference in fringe
benefits Althou.gb, it is felt that comparisons of
total compensation are appropriate inclusions in
a faculty salary report, such data should only
be in addition to rather than in place of sepa-
rate anises of the current position
in salaries and beneEM.

0. ",marl C.:moiscre on
I. Findings

a. Total compensation data rar.szsts of average
salaries pins a. dollar amount represer.dng
the employer's cost of fringe benefits.

b. The Coordinating Council for 7-.:igiter 7.1..da-

cadon. the rnivereiry of California and the
California State Colleges have in the pia: all
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used total compensation date prepared and
published by the American Association of
University Professors in their respective
faculty salary mom

2. Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Issoeiation of Uni-
versity Professors. be included in faculty salary
reports as a supplement to separate salary and
tinge benefit information.

E. Special Privileges and Benefits
L Findings

There are other faculty privilera and economic
benefits which are not cla.ssined as tinge bene-
fits because they may not be available to all
faculty or fit the definition of a fringe benefit
in some other respect. Examples at the Univer-
sity of California include up to one-hall the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay.

2. Recommendations
I: is recommended that a list of special privi-
leges and benefits be defined and summaries of
related policies be included in a special section
in future faculty salary reports so that the
Legislature will be aware of what these privi-
leges and benefits include.

3. Comments
The eipansion or establishment of some of these
special privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparable =tints in salaries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently °dazed by
the state colleges but some allowance might
make the deerence of whether a young candi-
date from the East could accept an appoint-
ment. If this type of benefit is proposed. it must
include adequate controls.

F. Supplementary Income

L Findings
a. The multiple loyalties created by permitting

faculty to supplement them salaries by earn-
ing e=a income from various sources within
and outside his college or University is tee-
ognized as a problem common to instirations
of higher education throughout the United
States.

b. There apparently are proportionately more
private consulting opportunities in Califor-
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nia than in other areas of the nation. For
example, 51 percent of the federal research
defense coot acts were concentrated in Cali-
fornia during 1963-64.

c. The University of California has general pol-
icies designed. to insure that outside activities
do not interfere with University responsibili-
ties If outside activities interfere with rai
rersity responsibilities, the faculty member
generally' must take a leave of absence with-
out pay until such outside activities are com-
plezed. These and other related University
policies were praised in a 1956 Carnegie-
financed study titled University Faculty
Compensation Policies and Practices.

d. The Coordinating Council for Mailer Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide
studies relating to the magnitude of outside
activities. We have no way of determining
hew the data may relate to California, but
the figures are reasonable, then it appears
that probably a large percentage of faculty
have at least one source of e=2. income.
Sources of income were reported are follows:

Permit ot faculty
earftioof additiouei

Source imams !rem senores
Loresraing WPM. :290
General vermin - 23
Summer and ertenr:on tench=
Government consulting
Textbook wain 18
Prtrect mental:in
Public seretee and foundation eonsultun.-.... 0

Other protestional net:vides
Sourer: cftsverettio ?amity Caonnensaturn Policies and ?aa:ters

rn the C. S.. .4.130C21=011 Of ALIMICsa CarM21130:11 Zalvar317
of Imams ?rasa, Crams. 1351.

e. The United State Oce of Education has
just completed a nationwide sample survey
of outside earnings of college faculty for
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
lished yet, special permission has been re-
ceived to report the following results which
are quoted from a letter sent to the Ler:S-
lat:Ye Analyst on December 3. 1964 from the
mil of the California State College Trustees z

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9-30 MONTHS)

The U. S. Office of Education has just lompieted a
nationwide surrey of outside ear-tinge by a sampling
of all college faculty nationwide for :961-62. The re-
sults are as fellows:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Pererns
All lett: mute

Averart
eartways

74 =0
44 1300

1.S00
Summer csachistg
°due summer =NM=
Ocher warning 900
Bora kiss S 1.200
Speeches 9 0 390
Canaan fees 400
itaireitatt ilndiriduels who have refired who

trek elsewhere atter recirinC) 1. 3.400
neesereit
Otter protessiossi 10 1.300
Nas-protesnossi slinking 9 1.700

The highest average earnings by teaching geld and
the percentage with outside earnings are:

Aversive
Pereira eersiwie

Lew (which we de nos here) 7S =300
Engineering S3 1200
Business and Commerce 73 2.900
P'sysles1 Seesaw SO 2.900
a.ionnikiere 71 2400
PoTelleiea

In light of the Joint Cozunittee discussion you might
be interested in the f011Owing:

Avgreor
/Jerome Eireity1

Serial CO/Zen 74 S1.900
Fm 74 1.8000161.1121 41.10
Issil000peir 74 1.500
Religion sad =maim Ts =00

2. Reennunendations
a. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-

cil. for Sigher Education, the University of
California and the California State Colleges
cooperate in determining the extent to which
faculty members participate in es= activi-
ties to supplement their nine-month salaries
including information as to when exm ac-
tirities are usually performed (such as vaca-
tions. etc.). Such activities would include.
but not be limited to, lecturing, general writ.
inn. summer and extension teaching, govern.
=ens consulting. textbook writing, private
consulting, public service and foundation
consulting, and other pro2essional activities.

such a study suggests that the magnitude
of these activities is such that the perform-
ance of normal Unirersity and state college
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely
affected. then consideration should be given
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to the possibility of maintaining :tore com-
plete and meaningful records. Sues records
would aid adminastraciYe and aca-
demic senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary increases
and provide summary data for reporting to
the Legislature on these significant faculty
welfare items. Next year's facults salary re-
port of the Coordinatinn Council for Eigher
Education should incorporate the results of
this study.

b. We also recommend that existing state col-
lege policies and enforcement pra.cmces re-
garding eat. -a employment be .7eriewed and
updated.

c. Finally, it is recommended that faculty sal-
ary reports keep the Legislature informed
about policies and practices relating, to
employment.

3. Comments
In our opinion. it would seem that any e.=--a
employment would affect the quality of per-
formance of Universir.: responsibilities since
faculty =wen indicate that the average fac-
ulty workweek is 54 hours. The time spent on
act:aides for ex= compensation except dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
faculty lugs defined as their average n.of.vreek.
Because. in some instances. it is di4cult to de-
termine whether a even income-producing u-
tility. such as writing a book. is considered a
normal ruirersity responsibility or an es=a
activity. distinctions between normal and ext.=
activities need to be more clearly dedned.

lIuch of the outside coup non received
by faculty comes in the form of grants made
directly to the faculty membe- --tt"ev than
through the University or colle-,m. There is no
regalir reportng of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide to fac-
ulty. and the colleges and University do not
consider the repornng or such income to be
feasible. It may be desirable to encourasite the
Congress to direct that greater number of
grants made by Uzited States agencies for re-
search be made directly to academic instt-
tions.
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Appendix E

December 2. 1:E7

William Pickens, Director
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

On behalf of the University of California, I am submitting Tables 1 and 2 of

the faculty salary comparison report. These tables contain the results of the

1987-88 survey of eight comparison institutions as well as the percentage
increases required to achieve parity with the mean salaries for those

institutions in 1988-89.

As agreed with the staffs of CPEC, the Department of Finance and the
Legislative Analyst, this survey has been conducted using the new group of
comparison institutions with the substitution of the University c: irginia

for the University of Wisconsin and Massachusetts Institute of Tecinology for
Cornell University. The data are final from all institutions. Ycu will

recall that I wrote you requesting formal approval by the Califor^:a
Postsecondary Educaticn Commission for these substitutions.

you have any questions concerning these tables, please contac: :`rector

Switkes at (415) 643-6512.

ettachnent

Sincerely,

Calvin C. Moore
Associate Vice Preside,t
Academic Affairs
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cc: President Gardner
Senior Vice President Frazer
Senior Vice President Brady
Vice President Baker
Assistant Vice President Hershman
Director Arditti
Director Justus
Director Switkes
Director of Finance Huff
Associate Director O'Brien
Legislative Analyst Hill
Mr. Harold E. Giogue
Mr. -Robert L. Harris
Mr. Stan Lena
Mr. Stuart Marshall
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12/1/87

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

1987-88

TABLE 1

Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions
(Excludes Health Sciences and Law)

Comparison 8 Institutions':

Professor
Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor Average

Average Salaries 1987-88 63,719 43,394 35,573
Average Salaries 1982-83 46,811 31,450 2:,161
Projected Average 1988-89' 67,772 46,28C 38,034

^CO

University of California:

Average Salaries 1987-88
4

65,881 43,574 38,424 57,541

Projected Staffing 1988-89 3,425 1,009 757 5,191

Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1988-89 salaries to

2.9% 6.2% (1.0%) 3.0%

equal the projected 1988-89
comparison average salaries

1
Comparison institutions: Harvard University, University of Illinois,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Michigan (Anr Arbor),
Stanford University, University of Virginia, Yale University, and
SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data received from these
comparison institutions.

2
Averages based on projected 1988-89 UC staffing pattern.

3
Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one

year projection.

4
1987-88 average salaries adjusted to include 5.7'4 increase effective 1/1/88
and merits and promotions to be effective 7/1/88.
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THE'UNrVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

FALL, 1987

TABLE 2

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

AssistantAssociate

Institution Professor Professor Professor

1987-1988

A $70,263(2) $49,627(1) $39,572(1)

B 60,808(6) 41,744(5) 33,191(6)

C 61,401(5) 44,483(3) 35,321(4)

D 67,811(3) 41,136(6) 32,981(7)

E 57,811(7) 44,403(4) 36,950(3)

F 65,376(4) 48,383(2) 38,586(2)

G 53,248(8) 37,309(8) 32,964(8)

H 73,031(1) 40,069(7) 35,021(r)

Average 63,719 43,394 35,573

1982-83

A $50,271 $35,800 $28,286

B 44,800 30,700 22,600

C 45,676 32,129 25,154

0 49,154 29,066 23,010

E 41,854 30,580 25,659

F 48,600 3d,400 27,200

G 40,582 28,390 25,100

H 53,553 30,533 26,677

Average 46,811 31.450 25,A61

Confidential data received from comparison institucicns include 9- and _1-
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences

and law.
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Appendix F

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
BAKERSFIELD CHICO - DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FRESNO FULLERTON - HAYWARD HUMBOLDT
POMONA - SACRAMENTO - SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213) 590-

LONG BEACH -LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE
SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA STANISLAUS

December 4, 1987

Mr. William L. Storey
Assistant Director
Finance & Facilities
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Bill:

This is to report to the Postsecondary Education Commission the information
that we have developed for the 1988-89 State budget cycle regarding faculty
salaries in the California State University and the 20 universities designated

as comparison institutions. Essentially, these data indicate a salary lag in

the next fiscal year of 4.7%.

Five tables summarize the information developed:

The first table (attachment A) presents the distribution of CSU fulltime
faculty by rank and their average salaries during the current year. Because

CSU salaries will rise on January 1st, three sets of averages are shown:
salaries as of Fall 1987, average salaries over the academic year (4 months
paid at current levels, and 8 months at salaries 6.91 higher), and "final"
salaries paid with the full 6.9% increase. Academic year averages should be

used for current year comparisons, while final salaries are used for lag

calculations into the next budget year.

The second table (Attachment B) shows the distribution by rank and the average
salary in 1987-88 of faculty in the 20 comparison institutions. It is based

on current year reports from 15 institutions and projection from prior year

data for 5 institutions.

The third table (Attachment C) shows the distribution by rank and the average

salary in 1982-83 of faculty in the comparison institutions. Attachment D

calculates the 1988-89 projected average salaries by rank at the comparison

institutions. It is based on the 1982 and 1937 average salaries reported on

the preceding tables.
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Attachment E presents the estimated lag in CSU salaries next year in
accordance with the established CPEC methodology.

The detailed information that substantiate the comparison institution salary
averages in 1982 and 1987 have been shared with Mr. Haberman.

Please advise if you have any questions regarding the information transmitted
herewith or with the materials forwarded earlier.:

)

TFK/sp
Attachments

cc: Dr. Pickens
Dr. Naples
Dr. Smart
Mr. Harris
Mr. Geiogue
Mr. Northman

bcc: 14 r. Haberman
Dr. Hunt
Dr. Jensen
Dr. Leveille
Mr. Rogers
Mr. Messner
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Sincerely,

Thierry F. Koenig
Faculty and Staff Relations
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The California State University Attachment A
Office of the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank

in the
California State University

1987-88

Number
of

Faculty

PROFESSOR 7,409

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 2,468

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 1,491

INSTRUCTOR 176

TOTAL 11,544

Fall
1987

Academic
Year Final
Average Average

S49,179 $51,442 $52,573

38,150 39,905 40,782

30,765 32,180 32,888

26,496 27,715 28,324

S44,097 $46,126 $4:,140

Note: Academic year average and Final average salaries
are 4.6% and 6.9% above Fall 1987 salaries

Dec. 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment B
Office of the Chancellor

;
Number of Full-time Faculty and

Average Salary By Rank
in the

20 Comparison Institutions
1987-88

Number
of

Faculty
Average
Salary

PROFESSOR 4,155 S53,313

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4,311 39,443

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 2,978 32,727

INSTRUCTOR 391 25,153

VITAL 11,835 S42,150

Based on 15 institutions reporting current year data and
projeations from prior year data for 5 institutions

Dec. 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment C
Office of the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank

in the
20 Comparison Institutions

1982-83

Number
of

Faculty
Average
Salary

PRCFESSOR 3,918 S39,679

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4,074 29,673

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 3,271 23,865

INSTRUCTOR 506 18,769

TOTAL 11,769 S30,921

Dec. 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment D
Office of the chancellor

Projections of Comparison Institutions
Average Salaries into 1988-89

5-yr.
Trend

1987-88
Average

1988-89
Projection

PROFESSOR 6.09 53,313 56,557

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 5.86 39,443 41,753

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 6.52 32,727 34,861

INSTRUCTOR 6.03 25,153 26,670

.December 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment E
Office of the Chancellor

Estimate of CSU Faculty Salary Lag in 1988-89
With the 20 Comparison Institutions

CSU Final
1987-88

Salaries

Comp. Inst.
1988-89

Projection
CSU
Lag

CSU Staffing Pattern $47,140 $50,134 6.35%

Comp. Inst. Staffing 42,524 44,717 5.16%

Average of two computations 5.75%

Adjustments: Law faculty 0.20%
CSU growth 0.20%
CSU Merit awards 0.68%

Net CSU Lag in 1988-89 4.67%

December 4, 1987

4J
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California's colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly The
other six represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California.

As of January 1988, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Henry Der, San Francisco
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco
Lowell J. Paige, El Macero
Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chairperson
Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto
Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto

Representatives of the segments are.

Yori Wada, San Francisco: appointed by the Regents
of the University of California

William D Campbell, Carlsbad; appointed by the
Trustees of the California State University

Borgny Baird, Long Beach; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks: appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions

Kenneth L. Peters, Tarzana, appointed by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education

James B Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
California's independent colleges and universities

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and societal needs "

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions ....)f
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools,

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authc , or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Califo-
rnia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open to
the public. Requests to address the Commission may
be made by writing the Commission in advance or by
submitting a request prior to the start of a meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day :ork is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, William H Pickens, who is appoint-
ed by the Commission.

The Commission publish's and distributes without
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major is
sues confronting California postsecondary educa
tion Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may he obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514 telephone ( 916)

445-7933



FAC1211 SALARIES IN CA',IFORNIA'S
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES. 1988-89

California l'ustsecondary Education Commission IZ.,port 88-9

ONE .,fa series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may he ootained without
cLarge from the Pnbi :cations Office, California Post-
secondary Faucation Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commission include

88-6 Comments on Educa:ional Equity Plans of the
Segments. A Staff Report on the Development of
Plans by the State Department of Education. the
California Statl University. and the University of
California to Achieve the Educational Equity Goals
of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 83 (1984) (Feb-
ruary 1938,

88-7 G:owth, Jr:C4. Cost of Administration at
the California State 1,:niversity A Report Prepared
by Price Waier!,otise a no ',IGT Consultants for the
C Po,,tecondiir, E.lucation Commission
,Febetiory 1988)

38-3 Overview oft! e 1988-89 Governor's Budget for
Pos'secondar Edl,i.)tion in Ca.ifornia Testirmny
by ',Vi!liatn E \ecutie Director. Calif),r-
rua Postseconda, Educatio,1 Commissi >n (Nlar:'n
1988)

83-9 Fa:ulty Salaries :n California's Public Urn . er-
sit:es, 1988-89 The Commission's 1987 Report to the
Legislature and Go\ error in Re posse to Senate
Concurrent Resolution No 51 11965) (March 1983,

8S-10 ), f California's 1086 High Scnoo!
Crradilates for Adnsission to Its Public Universities-
1 Report of the 1986 High School Eligibility Study
(Marc:119Sb)

88-11 Elijibliity for Freshindn Admission to toe
University of Caiiior ia. A Steensent to the Adaenf s
of the IniversitN by YvT.liam Plckens. Executive
Direr_tor. C,ilifornia l'ostsecondary Ed.Jcati:x Corn-

Peoruarl 18. 1988 (March 19881

88-12 Time to .n Unil, 7r-
-ities- Fac'ors C)nritr.hoty)2: .o ti.. Length -U. 1

adu.)1:+:s i ) E )rn 1 heir Bacheliir'i 1e-
19331

38-13 F.,,dli.r.i,i(0 of 1.1:e (..,liforrua
Progra.n )(' '."141 tk Ri-r/irt to Legi::1;,turt

Response to Assembly hti 2.398 Clicioter 620.
Statutes !984) M arch 1:-88.)

88-14 Standaituzcd L;sts Used for Higher
tion Admission Ind Place:nent in California Du: nig
1987 The Third in a Ser:es of Annual Rep),rts Pub-
lished in Accordance Nvith Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1505, Statutes of 1984) March 19881

88-15 Update of Community College Trans.ler Stu-
dent Statistics Fall 1987 University of C tiiic>1 nil :.
The California State University, and
Independent Colleges and Universities (March 1988)

88-16 Legislative Update, March 1983. A S'iatT Re-
port to the California Postsecondary Education Coin
mission (March 1988)

88-17 State Policy for acui:y Development in Cali-
fornia Public Higher Education. A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature in Response to Suiilniemental
Language in the 1986 Budget Act iNiay 19881

88-18w 20 Exploring Facuitv Dc' elopment in Cal-
ifornia Higher Education Prepared for the Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission by Ber-
man, Weiler Associates

88-18 Volume One Executi e Summary and
Conclusions, by Paul Bit-man and Daniel Weiler.
December 1987 (March 19881

88-19 Volume Two: Findings, by Paul Berman.
Jo-Ann Intili and Daniel Weiler, December 087
Marcn 1988)

38-20 ol.irre Three. Appendix, b, Paul Ber-
man, Jo Arn Anti):, and Daniel Weiler January
1988 (March 1988)

83-21 Staff L;e\ elooment in CJi-
Schools. Recommendations, t tk.e P Development
Cornmittee For tht. Cc.:!1..)1 n ma Staff De oLobinent.

ir;. 1)88 )Mai 1988,

88-22 and 23 St.i i D( .n
:public and Pr .),Lial in .e,imrn'.s. Pr) gram Pattern
and Choices, Wain en Little. Wtli.:r.

D,,, 'V ,Iiithr.e.
.n.'el liirst, And 1) \iaz sh A joint Pub:i-
c.Hon if F :.r 'Nest L, oor.itory for :-idwational:

Po!ic k r Ca h.
forn: !P %f".. '2/cc timber 1987

83-22 Execun,e 1' S

88-23
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